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CHAPTER I 
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM 
Nature of the Problem 
Included in the educational system are concerns about evaluating 
the extent to which a student has learned the material taught, that is 
the manifest curriculum (Bloom, 1976). Although there is mucfi criti-
. cism of grades as a means of evaluation, they are widespread in tfieir 
use as measures of the quality of learning and quantity learned, 
The assignment of grades has traditionally been based on the use 
of relative evaluations which consists of assessing a student's per.-. 
formance in terms of his relative standing to a group of peers (.norm-
references). This evaluation method has typically made use of 
percentages based upon the normal curve or some variation of that theme 
(Terwilliger, 1973), The typical student experiences years of being 
judged in relation to others by the comparisons made between class"' 
mates or larger reference groups (e.g. state or national norms). and 
one's own performance. This comparison yields some measure of relative 
standing; that is, if achievement is viewed as a continuum from most to 
least, then "Where on that continuum does a particular student fall?" 
Grades have often been assigned on the basis of the answer to that 
question. The problem of this method in evaluating students' perfor-
mance is that the students become ''locked-in" to a relative standing. 
1 
From one learning task to a related learning task the individual 
student's performance generally increases, but so do the performances 
of the other students (the norm). So, while a particular student has 
performed better than last time, that student's relative standing 
remains somewhat the same since most other students also performed 
better. Since relative standing is somewhat resistant to change, a 
student comes to know his place in a group regardless of his actual 
performance level, that is the latent curriculum (Bloom, 1976). 
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It is the student's perception of his performance that is 
important in evaluation. With norm-referenced evaluation the student's 
perception is based on the relative judgment of others. This type of 
evaluation has met with criticism in terms of its arbitrariness in 
deciding grades, not encouraging individualized learning, and being 
poor in predicting success in addition to producing excessive competi-
tion, negativeness, and dishonesty (Astin et al., 1967). Others are 
now criticizing the norm-referenced approach in terms of the affective 
outcomes of relative evaluations. 
Absolute measures (criterion-referenced, competency testing, mas-
tery learning) are being suggested to correct many of the defects of 
relative measures (Block, 1971; Block, 1974; Bloom, 1971; Carroll, 1963; 
Popham, 1969; Prager & Mann, 1973). With this type of evaluation, stu-
dent performance is judged on some criterion of adequacy which is, in 
the student's perception, independent of his relative standing in a 
group of peers. In other words, there is a specific level that has 
been established to represent acceptable performance on a learning 
task. Unlike norm-referenced methods wh~ch require students to be 
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spread out on a continuum, the criterion-referenced methods allow for 
the possibility that all students may achieve the same level of per-
formance, and therefore the same grade. 
Two general types of criterion-referenced evaluation methods can be 
postulated. The typical and most often used type is that of a regulated 
criterion level. With this type, there is an established and fixed 
minimal level of competence which has been arrived at by some authority 
figure (e.g. teacher). The decision to use that criterion level of 
acceptable performance is based on the opinion, intuitively or empiri-
cally formed, of the authority figure as to what constitutes mastery of 
that particular learning task. The second type of criterion-referenced 
evaluation can best be viewed as a negotiated form in which the accep-
table level of competence is mutually established and agreed upon by 
both the authority figure and the student being evaluated. This 
requires that the student become an active member of his own evaluation 
by assisting in the setting of a specific competence level for a parti-
cular learning task. 
The cognitive outcomes of criterion-referenced evaluation have met 
with considerable research, and the attitudinal outcomes, while not 
being ignored, have received less emphasfs. Khan (1969) states 
. • . that the average relationship between aptitude variables 
••• and achievement criteria ranges between .50 - .75 ••• 
one-half to three-quarters of the variability in academic 
achievement remains unexplained. Therefore, research on aca-
demic prediction has shifted toward the measurement of non-
intellective factors in academic performance (p. 216). 
As part of this shift toward researching the affective/attitudinal 
influence on performance (and vice versa), Bloom (1976) has suggested 
that success or failure in an absolute sense does not have the 
pronounced effect on a student's affect as it would with relative 
evaluation. Bloom's belief remains to be validated, but it again 
brings to the forefront a continually asked question of educators: 
How can evaluation be incorporated into education so that 
learning is enhanced and positive student attitudes toward 
the learning process are developed? (Peckham & Roe, 1977, 
p. 41). 
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Since failure to perform apparently has a strong negative effect on 
the individual's attitudes and, logically, repeated failure should dis-
courage learning, it becomes important to use an evaluation method that 
produces the least severe effects after failure. The question arises: 
"What effect does failure as evaluated by a norm-referenced, a regulated 
criterion-referenced, and a negotiated criterion-referenced measure have 
on the attitude toward self and the learning task?" 
Purpose of the Study 
over the years different types and various forms of evaluation 
methods have been suggested for specific purposes or for general use. 
Most attention given to evaluation has concerned itself with the relia-
bility and validity of a specified method in assessing some ability. In 
the past, if the effects of an evaluation method on the person being 
evaluated was of importance, it generally was· so in terms of "Does it 
lead to improved cognitive or psychomotor performance?" Questions such 
as "How did the student like what was learned?" or "How did the student 
feel about the process of learning?" have received less emphasis. If 
Bloom (1976) is correct in his research, then approximately 20 to 25 
percent of the variation in achievement can be accounted for in the stu-
dent's affect which is one component of attitude, and that is too large 
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of a percentage to ignore. 
The effects of achievement on attitudes and self .... concept have 
received attention, but little attention has been given to the effects 
of different evaluation methods on attitudinal variables. The effects 
of the evaluation methods on attitudes in the proposed study could help 
to promote understanding of how evaluation effects students' interest 
and self-concept in relation to performance situations. Thus, this pro-
posed study is seen as continuing the research investigating the complex 
relationship between learner, task, performance, and attitude. 
Definition of Terms. 
Criterion-referenced evaluation: an individual's performance is 
compared to an established level of proficiency. Such tests are con-
structed "to yield measurements .that are directly interpretable in· terms-
of specified performance standards," (Glaser & Nitka, 1971, p. 653). 
a) Regulated criterion-referenced: this evaluation method involves a 
predetermined level of proficiency which is established by someone other 
than the individual being evaluated. 
b) Negotiated criterion-referenced: this evaluation method establishes 
a level of proficiency which is based on the negotiations between the 
individual evaluated and the individual conducting the evaluation. In 
other words, the level of proficiency is arrived at by mutual agreement. 
Failure: a judgmental term indicating that an individual has not 
achieved a specific goal. In criterion-referenced evaluation acceptable 
performance is specified in performance terms. In norm-referenced 
evaluation failure is defined as to how one compares to others, and in 
the present study this was specified in percentiles. 
Level of aspiration: an individual's immediately desired goal 
(usually conceived as a step or series toward an ultimate goal), and 
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"not his prediction of the actual outcome 
performance," (Diggory, 1966, p. 139). 
. nor his best imaginable 
Norm-referenced evaluation: evaluation designed to measure a 
person in relation to a normative group (see Popham, 1971). The fre-
quencies of scores of an identified group are used as the comparative 
standard so that an individual's performance can be interpreted in terms 
of where that individual falls within the group (percentile rank). 
Probability of success: an individual's estimate of his ability or 
"power" to achieve a goal during one of the remaining trials. "It does 
not refer to the likelihood that he will make it on any particular trial, 
nor to the likelihood that he will achieve some private LA (goal) on the 
next trial" (Diggory, 1966, p. 137). 
Self-evaluation: an individual's estimate of how good he thinks a 
specific ability of his is. More precisely, it is the individual's 
estimate of his own value or "goodness" as an individual who needs a 
specific ability. This definition excludes "global self-evaluation" 
which, it is assumed, requires extensive general feedback about numerous 
abilities over long periods of time to effect it. 
Task-related affect: conceptually defined as an individual's 
liking and desire about and for a specific task; operationally defined 
as the.extent that an individual wishes to voluntarily engage in addi-
tional tasks of the same type (see Bloom, 1976). 
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Assumptions and Limitations 
It is assumed that the four dependent variables (level of 
aspiration, probability of success, self-evaluation, task-related 
affect) are continuous in nature and that they may be measured linearly 
in varying intensity of degree, Spearman's rho was computed on pre-
and post~ measures of self-evaluation and task-related affect, and on 
select pairs of trials in each evaluation group for probability of suc-
cess and level of aspiration in an attempt to estimate reliability of 
the one item scales. Most of the achieved correlations were low sug-
gesting a limitation to interpretation of the results, Further discus-
sion can be found in the Instruments section of Chapter III. 
Although attitude may be effected by various factors, it is assumed 
that the major factor influencing the learner's attitude is his percep-
tion of his competence with a task. His perception may be realistically 
accurate or biased. 
Due to the nature of the task which the subjects performed and its 
limited general exposure to students, it is assumed that all subjects 
will approach the task with neutral affect, i.e. neither positive nor 
negative feelings in relation to it. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Introduction 
Very little empirical research has been conducted on the attitudinal 
outcomes of various evaluation methods. Most of the research has been 
more general in nature, concerning itself mostly with attitudes after 
success or failure without concern toward how different definitions of 
success or failure themselves affected those att1itudes, · The theoretical 
and empirical information on the subject is presented in this chapter as 
a foundation for the present study. In Chapter I, three evaluation 
methods were presented (norm-referenced, regulated criterion-referenced, 
negotiated criterion-referenced), and while they are not the only pos-
sible methods available, they are used more frequently in schools than 
others. These three methods will be elaborated on in this chapter and 
discussed in terms of the four dependent variables (task-related affect, 
level of aspiration, probability of success, self-evaluation). The 
literature will be reviewed in sections for each of the four variables 
in which relevant material will form the foundation for each hypothesis. 
All eight hypotheses will be stated in the null. However, before pro-
posing hypotheses on the evaluation methods and dependent variables, a 
·brief discussion of attitudes is presented to establish a conunon frame 
of reference. 
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Attitudes 
Attitudes are generally regarded as likes and dislikes; however, 
the likes and dislikes are not really attitudes, but are the evaluative 
responses resulting from attit.udes. The attitudes themselves are unob-
servable, but have been quantitatively inferred in many ways including 
scale ratings, opinion statements, and behavioral changes. These types 
of measurements are used to assess the three broad areas of attitudes 
(Bern, 1970; Zimbardo & Ebbesen, 1970). The first area is the affective 
component which consists of the individual's liking of or emotional 
response to something. The task-related affect variable and self-
evaluation variable in the current study are co~prised mostly of this 
affective component of an attitude. 
The second area of an attitude is the cognitive component which 
involves the individual's beliefs about or factual knowledge of some-
thing. In the present study, the level of aspiration variable and the 
probability of success variable are both primarily cognitive components 
of an attitude. 
The third component of an attitude is behavioral and.it includes 
the individual's overt behavior directed toward something, This compo-
nent is not included in the present study. 
One of the current theories on attitude aquisition is the self-
perception theory of attitude follows behavior (Bern, 1967; Bem, 1968; 
Bern, 1970). This theory proposes that an individual partially relies 
on the same external cues (behavior) in identifying ones own internal 
state as others use to infer his internal state. In other words, an 
individual might use his school performance as a means to formulate his 
attitude towards school and himself. Therefore, attitude toward 
something should be affected if the behavior is changed, 
Task-Related Affect 
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There have been a number of studies exploring the relation between 
achievement and school-related affect (Khan,· 1969; Khan & Weiss, 1973; 
Kurtz & Swenson, 1951; Malpass, 1953; Michael et al., 1964; Russell, 
1969). The studies indicate that there is a relation between school-
related affect and achievement. Much less research has been conducted 
on specific learning tasks and achievement in an attitude framework. 
Bloom (1976) provides a summary of research on the relationships 
between achievement and subject-related affect (the student's interest 
in the subject or desire to participate in additional tasks of the same 
type). He reports correlations generally between ,20 and .40 which are 
most clear for the extreme levels of achievement. Bloom believes these 
relationships are causal and influenced by the studentst perceptions of 
adequacy or inadequacy on specific tasks. The more adequate they per-
ceive themselves to be on a task, the more the task will be desired. 
The reverse outcome is postulated for perceptions of inadequacy; if the 
student perceives himself as doing less than adequate performance, he 
will increasingly dislike the task and desire to avoid it in the future 
if given a choice. 
Bloom (1976) is speaking strictly about the students' perceptions 
of adequacy as based on the judgment of their performance by teachers 
and peers in relation to the performance of other students (norm-
referenced evaluation). He implies this is not the case with criterion-
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referenced evaluation when he speaks of norm-referenced evaluation as a 
system " • . • independent of success or failure in any absolute sense. 
It is dependent on local definitions of success or failure relative to 
other students in the class or school" (p. 149). 
This division between the possible effects of norm-referenced and 
criterion-referenced evaluation appears plausible when one realizes that 
norm-references generally separate students on an ability while crite-
rion-references focus on minimal competencies of an ability. According 
to Simon (1976, p. 74), norm-referenced evaluation " ..• asks the 
student to place himself or herself in the hands of the teacher for 
rewards based not on what he or she learned, but on whether others 
learned more." 
Cartwright's (1942) induced failure on activities was based on a 
norm-referenced evaluation. After the subject completed the task, he 
was informed of his elapsed time and told that he had taken longer to 
complete the task than any other subject. When rating the activities 
fo.r attractiveness, the subjects who failed generally reduced their 
rating of attractivness for the task failed and for tasks similar to 
it. 
The inherent difficulties of "bettering" one's relative standing 
in a group should further complicate the negative effects of arbitrari-
ness in defining adequacy. Simply performing better on a task than last 
time is not enough. The student must improve his performance, but he 
must do it at a higher rate than those in the norm-group if he is to 
improve his relative standing. If the rate of improvement of the norm 
group members is similar, then it would appear to the individuals that 
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their performance is the same as past performances although their actual 
level of competencies increased. For those students at the lower end of 
the norm group, it should be rather. frustrating since they are continually 
seen as inadequate (as judged relative to others) eventhough they are 
improving. The perception of objective improvement would appear to be 
clouded by the perception of adequacy based on relative judgment. 
On the other hand, Gerwirtz (1959) also found failure to affect the 
choice of subsequent tasks, but the evaluation of performance was based 
on a criterion-reference measure, that is, failure was defined as the 
inability to complete a puzzle. Some subjects gave up spontaneously, 
while others, after fumbling for a long time, were told to start over. 
The results indicated that failure lead to a reduction in their prefer-
ence to play with puzzles similar to the one failed. 
The criterion-referenced evaluation method should give more hope 
and encouragement to students since they are judged in terms of whether 
they reach a minimum level of adequacy. The student who fails to reach 
the criterion should be able to see objective improvement toward the 
criterion not dependent on the performance of others. While failure on 
a series of tasks under either norm- or criterion-referenced evaluation 
should produce a lower task-related affect than task-success would pro-
duce, the failure on norm-referenced evaluation should produce lower 
task-related affect than failure on criterion-referenced evaluation. 
Both of the above evaluation methods can be viewed as involving 
external evaluation; that is, the student who is being evaluated has no 
input into the standards of evaluation. As long as the student's ade-
quacy is being judged by external sources such as parents, teachers, and 
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peers, then the student feels threatened and belittled since the 
external evaluator has access to only a small portion of the relevant 
information (Wilhelms, 1967). The student begins to see himself at the 
mercy of others -- sott1eone to be manipulated (cf. DeCharms, 1971) • 
It is possible to imagine an evaluation system which would actively 
engage the evaluated student in the establishment of the evaluation 
standards. Such a system might be conceived as an interactive or 
negotiated evaluation (Combs, 1976; Combs, 1963; Wilhelms, 1967). Both 
the student and teacher would establish the standards of acceptable per-
formance. Since the student would.perceive himself in more control of 
his evaluation, he should feel better about performing toward those 
standards. The student, as part of the evaluation process, would be 
more inclined to use not only the objective information available to an 
external evaluator, but also he should feel that the subjective infor-
mation played a larger part in the judgment of adequacy or inadequacy. 
Therefore, the student could interpret "failure" in light of this infor-
mation as a tolerable inability to achieve a goal rather than as being 
an inadequate person. Because the individual is part evaluator, he 
could view his "failure" as a temporary set-back to a goal rather than 
as being powerless to achieve the goal. It would appear that the 
failing individual would be more inclined to desire another chance to 
attempt success with the task in a negotiated situation. 
The following null hypothesis is based on the above information: 
1) There are no differences between the three evaluation methods 
on level of task-related affect. 
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Level of Aspiration 
Research involving level of aspiration conceived this concept as a 
means to study a subject's expectation or goal for some future attempt 
on a task (see Diggory, 1966, p. 115-128, for a historical review). Its 
use on tasks of criterion-referenced evaluation has generally indicated 
that it rises as long as the individual's performance rises and lowers 
as performance lowers (Diggory & Morlock, 1964). The overall trend is 
for the level of aspiration to reflect the shape of the performance 
curve. Typically, the subject will set a fairly high initial level of 
aspiration, but will drastically reduce it after the first trial due to 
the feedback of falling quite short of their expectations. The level 
of aspiration then will continue to rise on each trial as long as per-
formance increases. There should be significant differences between 
early adjacent trials as opposed to later trials with a negatively 
accelerated performance curve. 
The following null hypothesis is formulated on the preceding 
information: 
2) There are no differences between the ten trials on level of 
aspiration. 
The effects of norm-referenced evaluation on level of aspiration 
has apparently not been studied, It can be reasoned, however, that 
level of aspiration would differ under norm-referenced evaluation by 
typically maintaining a higher level than with criterion-referenced 
evaluation. This should occur because the individual under norm-
references will soon realize that in order to progress in relative 
standing, he must perform at a higher rate than the norm, and therefore, 
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he should set higher level of aspirations on the average than the 
criterion-referenced individuals. No appreciable difference in level of 
aspirations are expected between the regulated and negotiated 
criterion-referenced groups. 
The following null hypothesis is based on the above material: 
3) There are no differences between the three evaluation methods on 
level of aspiration. 
The literature indicates that level of aspiration basically follows 
the shape of the performance curve; and therefore, no interaction effect 
between evaluation method and trials is hypothesized. 
The above discussion leads to the following null hypothesis: 
4) There are no interactions between evaluation methods and trials on 
level of aspiration. 
Probability of Success 
Researchers as sununarized by Diggory (1966) have found that suc-
cessful and unsuccessful performances on a task as evaluated with cri-
terion-references are highly related to the individual's estimation of 
his probability of succeeding on the task. As long as the rate of 
improvement is in the direction of eventually meeting the criterion, 
then the individual's probability of success will remain high. On the 
other hand, when it appears obvious to the individual that he will not 
achieve the criterion, then probability of success drops (Feather, 
1965). It is possible for level of aspiration to rise and probability 
of success to fall at the same time. This is characterized by the 
individual who continues to improve and sets ever increasing levels of 
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aspiration, but at the same time becomes increasingly discouraged about 
achieving the fixed criterion. In this case the performance curve 
begins to level off (negatively accelerating) so that there is less 
chance of reaching the criterion before the deadline. Therefore, it is 
expected that significant differences between trials should occur in 
probability of success estimates. 
The following null hypothesis is presented based on the above 
discussion: 
5) There are no differences between the ten trials on probability of 
success. 
Since the negotiated criterion-referenced group is more involved 
in the establishment of the criterion goal, it is expected that its pro-
bability of success would be higher than the probability of success of 
the regulated group. 
Again, as with level of aspiration, probability of success has not 
met with research from a norm-referenced stance. Since an individual 
evaluated by the norm must do more than simply increase performance, 
that is, he must increase at a higher rate than the norm, it should be 
more frustrating than with a criterion-referenced system. This frus-
tration is expected to manifest itself in lower probability of success 
for the norm group than either criterion group. 
This review forms the basis for the following null hypothesis: 
6) There are no differences between the three evaluation methods on 
estimates of the probability of success. 
The trend for probability of success in criterion-referenced 
evaluations with a negatively accelerated performance curve should drop 
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after the first trial but then increasingly rise until the last trial 
where it is expected to drop. As for the nonn-referenced method, pro-
bability of success is also expected to drop after the first trial and 
to slowly increase thereafter until the midpoint of trials where it 
should begin to drop. This should occur because subjects in the norm-
referenced group will become discouraged earlier than the crit.erion-
reference subjects because of a lack of progress in percentile. There 
is also expected to be a drastic drop before the last trial in the 
norm-referenced method. 
The following null hypothesis is based on the above information: 
7) There are no interactions between evaluation methods and trials on 
probability of success. 
Self-Evaluation 
A number of studies indicate that self-concept and achievement in 
school is related (Alvord et al,, 1967; Brookover et al., 1964; Centi, 
1965; Diller, 1954; Gibby & Gibby, 1965; Morse, 1964}; however, most of 
these dealt with a very broad, global concept of the self, Self-
evaluation as used in this study is strictly concerned with the indi-
vidual's evaluation of his "presumed goodness for a specific enterprise" 
(Diggory, 1966, p. 202). In other words the subject does not rate him-
self on a specific ability, but rather he rates himself as a person who 
needs that ability to function in that "enterprise," 
The sunnnary on self-evaluation research by Diggory (1966) indicates 
that, on criterion-referenced evaluations, an individual's self-
evaluation will drop after failure. For the same reasons presented in 
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the above discussion on task-related affect, it is assumed here that 
self-evaluation will drop less for the negotiated criterion-referenced 
group than for the regulated criterion-referenced group. 
Most research on self-evaluation and norm-references has dealt 
with self-evaluation in a much broader scope than used above. Bloom 
(1976) presents a summary of research along this line which indicates 
that, over a period of time, failures under a norm-referenced system 
lead to a progressive lowering of academic self-concept. Because of 
the difficulty in seeing objective improvement under norm-references, 
it is believed that self-evaluation will be lower under norm-references 
than either regulated or negotiated criterion-references. 
From this discussion, the eighth null hypothesis is generated: 
8) There are no differences between the three evaluation methods on 
self-evaluation. 
CHAPTER III 
METHOD AND PROCEDURE 
Subjects 
The subjects were selected from sixth-grade students attending 
two rural public elementary schools in Central Oklahoma. The teachers 
of the sixth-grade students were asked to designate those students whose 
school performance was in the average range based on overall grade ave-
rage and teacher evaluation. The "average range" was defined as between 
a low "B" and low "C" grade. Of this population, eighteen males and 
eighteen females were randomly selected and randomly assigned to three 
groups of twelve students, six males and six females to each group. 
The three groups were assigned to one of the three evaluation methods: 
norm-referenced, regulated criterion-referenced, and negotiated 
criterion-referenced. 
Instruments 
Seventh Grade Readiness Test 
This "test" is actually a matching task comprised of forty three-
by-five inch cards each printed with one of eight geometric designs, 
and a fourteen-by-twenty-two inch mat displaying each of the eight 
designs. (See Figure 1.) Also included was a small notebook ("test 
manual") containing instructions and norms. The object of the test is 
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to sort as many cards as possible into the eight categories within a 
twenty second time limit. Each subject had ten trials. Although the 
test does not measure "seventh-grade readiness," the subjects were lead 
to believe that it could do so. 
The following discussion on the four response forms will describe 
the forms, and present some reliability and validity information. When 
reading the information presented here, it must be kept in mind that 
the following are one-item instruments which typically have lower reli-
abilities than multi-item instruments. The coefficients presented are 
measures of stability (test-retest); however, they are contaminated 
with probable differential effects since the experiment occurred between 
response forms. If one were to assume that each member of an experi-
mental group was affected equally by the evaluation method, then the 
coefficients should be near 1. 00. When working with psychological 
variables, however, such an assumption is generally unfounded. It might 
be more practical to view the test-retest correlations as reflecting 
differential learning effects more than stability. The coefficients 
reported a:re in terms of Spearman's rho which was modified for use with 
many tie scores (Edgington, 1969). This modified formula for many ties 
tends to lower values of rho (compared to the usual ·formula), but 
reflects a more accurate correlation. Rho coefficients for task-
related affect and self-evaluation were computed on pre- and post-
measurement scores for those variables. Level of aspiration and 
probability of success variables were assessed before each trial and 
rho coefficients were computed between the first and fourth, first and 
seventh, and first and tenth trials to reflect correlational trends. 
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The elapse time between the pre- and postmeasurement of task-related 
affect and self-evaluation was approximately thirty minutes. The elapse 
time between the paired trials of level of aspiration and probability of 
success were ten, twenty, and thirty minutes. A validity inquiry was 
conducted by questioning the subject after the experiment as to what 
each response form was asking. 
Self-Evaluation Scale 
A self-evaluation scale (pre- & post-) was used in which the 
subject estimated his "goodness" in terms of a specific ability on a 
linear scale divided for each of the following adjectives: poor, fair, 
good, very good, superior. The subject was to rate himself according 
to the question, "How would you rate yourself as a potentially success-
ful seventh grade student?" (See Figure 2.) 
Rho coefficients for the norm-referenced, regulated criterion-
referenced, and negotiated criterion-referenced evaluation methods on 
self-evaluation were .38, .09, and .25 respectively. The subjects des-
cribed the question by stating something similar to, "It wants to know 
if I think I will do good or bad in the seventh grade." 
Task-Related Affect Scale 
Task-related affect was measured on a linear scale divided for 
each of the following: unwilling, barely willing, moderately willing, 
very willing, definitely willing. The subject rated himself before and 
after the test to the following question: "How willing would you be to 
take similar tests in the near future?" (See Figure 2.) 
SEVENTH GRADE READINESS TEST 
How would you rate yourself as a potentially successful seventh grade student? 
POOR FAIR GOOD VERY GOOD SUPERIOR 
How willing would you be to take similar tests in the near future? 
UNWILLING VERY MODERATELY VERY DEFINITELY 
UNWILLING WILLING WILLING WILLING 
Figure 2. Self-Evaluation and Task-Related Affect Response Form 
~ 
w 
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Rho coefficients for task-related affect were observed as follows: 
norm-referenced .77, regulated criterion-referenced .87 and negotiated 
criterion-referenced .58. In response to the inquiry of what was being 
asked, the subjects typically used words such as "like," "enjoy" and 
"fun" to describe willingness to take similar tests. 
Probability of Success Scale 
The subject's attitude was also measured by his estimation of his 
"power" to achieve a goal: his probability of success. Preceding each 
trial the subject estimated his probability of succeeding within the 
remaining trials on a linear scale marked from 0% to 100%. For the 
regulated criterion-referenced groups, the subjects responded to the 
question, "What do you think are your chances of being classified as a 
potentially successful seventh-grade student by scoring 30 or more on 
this test?" (See Figure 3.) For the negotiated criterion-referenced 
group the stimulus was, "What do you think are your chances of being 
classified as a potentially successful seventh-grade student by scoring 
---
or more on this test?" (See Figure 4.) The blank was filled in 
with the negotiated criterion number. The subjects of the norm.-
referenced group responded to the question, "What do you think are your 
chances of being classified as a potentially successful seventh-grade 
student _by scoring at the 7Sth percentile or higher on this test?" 
(See Figure 5.) 
The rho coefficients for probability of success were formulated 
between trials one and four, one and seven, and one and ten of each 
evaluation method. They are presented in the above order respectively: 
SEVENTH GRADE READINESS TEST 
What do you think are your chances of being classified as a potentially successful 
seventh grade student by scoring 30 or more on this test? 
I . I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
What score are you going to try to make on the next trial? 
---
Figure 3. Probability of Success and Level of Aspiration Response Form for 
· Regulated Criterion-Referenced Evaluation Method 
N 
V1 
SEVENTH GRADE READINESS TEST 
What do you think are your chances of being classified as a potentially successful 
seventh grade student by scoring~- or more on this test? 
I j I I I I I I I I I j I I I I I I I I I 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
What score are you going to try to make on the next trial? __ _ 
Figure 4. Probability of Success and Level of Aspiration Response Form for 
Negotiated Criterion-Referenced Evaluation Method 
N 
°' 
SEVENTH GRADE READINESS TEST 
What do you think are your chances of being classified as a potentially successful 
seventh grade student by scoring at the 75th percentile or higher on this test? 
I I I . I L I . I . l I - . I - l L I -- I I j -- I - I I 
o· 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
What score are you going to try to make on the next trial? 
---
Figure 5. Probability of Success and Level of Aspiration Rresponse Form for 
Norm-Referenced Evaluation Method 
N 
-..! 
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norm-referenced .62, .29, .65; regulated criterion-referenced .66, .47, 
.65; negotiated criterion-referenced .81, .87, .77. The subjects used 
phrases such as "my ability to do it," "how much I think I can," and 
"if I'm sure or not." 
Level of Aspiration Form 
The subject's inunediate goal for the next trial (level of aspira-
tion) was assessed preceding each trial. The subject wrote down a 
number in response to the question, "What score are you going to try to 
make on the next trial?" (See Figures 3, 4, and 5.) 
The rho coefficients for level of aspiration were also paired as 
with probability of success. The coefficients are presented in a one to 
four, one to seven, and one to ten order for each group: norm~referenced 
.39, .02, .05; regulated criterion-referenced .49, .32, -.27; negotiated 
criterion-referenced .00, .00, .06. Subjects typically stated that this 
question wanted to know what the next score was that they were going to 
try to make. 
Variables 
Independent: evaluation method. 
1) Norm-referenced failure. 
2) Regulated criterion-referenced failure. 
3) Negotiated criterion-referenced failure. 
Dependent: attitudinal measures. 
1) Self evaluation was assessed with a linear scale from 1 to 5. 
2) Probability of success was assessed with a linear scale from 
0% to 100%. 
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3) Level of aspiration was assessed by fill-in-the-blank from 0 to 40. 
4) Task-related affect was assessed with a linear scale from 0 to 5. 
Procedure 
The procedure of the actual research has six general steps which 
are repeated for each subject: 1) review the "test" purpose, 2) explain 
the rationale of the "test", 3) explain how to.do the "test", 4) explain 
the evaluation method, 5) perform the 10 trials, and 6) de-brief the 
subject. All testing was done individually lasting approximately thirty 
minutes. 
For the first three steps the subject was brought to the examina-
tion room and asked if anyone had told them about the test.· This was 
done to insure that only naive subjects participated. At this point the 
subject was asked to rate himself as a potentially successful seventh-
.grade student. The subject was told to cover his response so that only 
he knew how he rated himself. This was stressed with all scales and 
forms so as to decrease the likelihood of socially acceptable responses. 
The subject was asked to rate himself before knowing anything about 
the "test" so that a rating uncontaminated by the information could be 
obtained. The following was then stated by the examiner: 
The school principal is starting a new procedure this year 
for sixth-grade students to help decide which students will 
be successful seventh-graders and which students will have 
trouble in the seventh-grade. I am going to give you a test 
which will tell us if you are going to be a good or poor 
seventh-grader. 
The following was read from the "test manual": 
This is a card sorting test which consists of forty cards 
and on each card there is pictured one of eight geometric 
designs. We have learned that successful seventh-grade 
students can quickly and correctly sort these cards into 
groups that go tog(~ther. Wlrnt you are to do is sort as 
many oJ these car<ls as possible J.nto their groups in 
twenty seconds. You will have ten chances to do this 
before I stop· the testing. Do you have any questions? 
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At this point the subject was required to rate his willingness to 
participate in similar tests at a later time. This form, and all 
others, were placed upside down in a box, after the subject responded, 
in a further attempt to remove external pressure in responding. 
Step four, explaining the evaluation method, differed depending on 
which.group the subject belonged, and the instructions read differed 
accordingly. As the subject was read the ins.tructions, hi1:1 attention 
was called to a progress.sheet used to record his performance. (See 
Figures 6 and 7.) This allowed the subject to monitor his progress 
visually in addition to the auditory feedback of the examiner. The 
instructions read were as follows: 
Regulated criterion-referenced evaluation: 
Your performance will be evaluated in terms of whether you 
reach the criterion score of 30 correctly sorted pictures in 
twenty seconds on any one trial. This means that you must 
get a score of 30 to be a successful seventh-grader. 
Negotiated criterion-referenced evaluation: 
The successful seventh-grader is one who can set realistic 
goals for a t~sk and meet those goals, You are to evaluate· 
your own card sorting ability with the help of the examiner 
and set a goal before starting the test. This means that 
you are to decide how many cards you must sort in twenty 
seconds to be a successful seventh~grader. The score should 
be high enough so that it is not easily reached without some 
effort. 
The examiner then guided the subject in setting a goal of that 
required of the regulated criterion-referenced group. This was 
accomplished by stating that trying to make a score of forty meant 
sorting two cards a second, which would be difficuit, and that trying 
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Progress Sheet for Regulated and Negotiated Criterion-Refer-
enced Evaluation Methods 
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Figure 7. Progress Sheet for Norm-Referenced Evaluation Method 
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Lo achh•ve a score or twenty meant one card each second, a relatively 
easy task. The subject was then asked what score he wanted to strive 
f ot and the examiner encouraged an increase or decrease until thirt1 
was agreed upon. Many subjects selected thirty initially which required 
the examiner to thoughtfully agree with their decision. The examiner 
found it to be a relatively easy task to "guide" those subjects ini-
tially selecting a score other than thirty to agree upon a score of 
thirty. 
For the norm-referenced group the instructions were:. 
Your performance will be evaluated in terms of how well you 
score compared to how well other sixth-graders score. A 
sixth-grade student who will be a successful seventh-grader 
is one who can score at or above the 75th percentile on any 
one trial. This means that you must score better than 3/4 of 
your sixth-grade friends. 
These instructions were elaborated on by pointing to the progress 
sheet and stating that a percentile of 100 meant all other sixth-graders 
did poorer on the test, a percentile of 0 meant all other sixth-graders 
did better on the test, while a percentile of 50 meant half did better, 
half did poorer. 
On each of the progress sheets the examiner underlined either the 
score 30 or the percentile 75 depending upon the group. Doing this 
allowed the subject to have a visual reference point and the progress 
sheet remained in full view throughout the testing. 
The fifth step is that of actually performing to 10 trials. This 
includes having the subject estimate his probability of success and 
level of aspiration on the first trial and to do so before each of the 
remaining 9 trials. The probability of success estimates were in terms 
of reaching a specific criterion for the two criterion-referenced 
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groups, while it was in terms of being in the upper quarter of the norm 
group for the norm-referenced group. 
Each subject began the series of 10 trials believing they had 
twenty seconds for each trial. Actually, the examiner manipulated the 
reporting of the elapsed time. This was done by predetermining the 
scores which each subject would achieve, and simply saying "time's up". 
when the subject reached that score for that trial. Many subjects 
showed surprise with how quickly "twenty" seconds passed to which the 
examiner typically replied, "It's easy to lose track of time when you're 
so involved in the test, isn't it?" Ail subjects agreed it was and con-
tinued with the remaining trials without again questioning the time. 
The scores and rate of increase of the scores were reported to the 
subjects as follows: 
Trial 
Score 
1 
9 
2 
17 
3 
20 
4 
22 
s 
23 
6 
24 
7 
24 
8 
2S 
9 
2S 
10 
2S 
This negatively accelerating performance curve is graphically displayed 
in Figure 8. 
After each trial, the examiner would inform the subject of the 
achieved score, but in the norm-reference group the examiner converted 
this into the subject's relative standing (percentile rank) in the group 
which were reported to these subjects as follows: 
Trial 
Percentile 
1 
4S 
2 
49 
3 
so 
4 
48 
5 
49 
6 
S3 
7 
so 
These percentile ranks are illustrated in Figure 9. 
8 
52 
9 
51 
10 
so 
Upon completion of the 10 trials, the subject filled out another 
self-evaluation rating scale and task-related affect was also asses.sed 
by completing that scale. 
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Figure 8. Scores Reported to all Subjects by Trials: the 
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36 
37 
The sixth step involves briefing the subject before he leaves so 
that he .is aware that this "test" was not a real evaluation of potential 
successfulness. To do this, the examiner showed the subject his list of 
predetermined scores or percentiles and explained how these were the 
only possible "scores." Most subjects breathed a sigh of relief and 
stated they were glad that it did not measure successfulness, which 
attests to the seriousness they prescribed to the testing. The subject 
was given a brief explanation of the real purpose of the study and the 
examiner secured their cooperation in maintaining a silence as to the 
purpose. 
Hypotheses 
The following eight hypotheses are stated in the null: 
1) There are no differences between the three evaluation methods 
on level of task-related affect. 
2) .There are no differences between the ten trials on level of 
·aspiration. 
3) There are no differences between the three evaluation methods 
on level of aspiration. 
4) There are no interactions between evaluation methods and trials 
on level of aspiration. 
5) There are no differences between the ten trials of probability 
of success. 
6) There are no differences between the three evaluation methods 
on estimates of the probability of success. 
7) There are no interactions between evaluation methods and 
tr lals on probabil Hy of success. 
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8) There are no differences between the three evaluation methods 
of self-evaluation. 
Statistical Analysis 
The reRearch design is a 3 x 10 factorial with 3 representing the 
evaluation methods and 10 being the repeated trials. The data for level 
of aspiration and probability of success was analyzed by means of a 
split plot analysis of variance (SPF 3.10) with repeated measures on the 
ten level factor (Kirk, 1968). The data for self-evaluation and task-
related affect was analyzed by means of one-way analysis of variance. 
All a posteriori comparisons among means were made with Tukey's ratio 
(Hopkins & Glass, 1978; Kirk, 1968) and a minimwn significance level .of 
.05 was selected for F and q ratios. 
CHAPTER IV 
RESULTS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to examine the attitudinal 
differences resulting from three evaluation methods after failure on a 
task. The attitudinal variables measured were: task-related affect, 
level of aspiration, probability of success, and self-evaluation. The 
three evaluation methods were: norm-referenced, regulated criterion-
referenced, and negotiated criterion-referenced. Analysis of variance 
with repeated measures was performed on level of aspiration and proba-
bility of success. One way analysis of variance was used with task-
related affect and self evaluation. Tukey's ratio was performed on' 
significant differences, and a minimum of .05 was selected for 
significance. 
Tests of the Hypotheses 
The eight null hypotheses will each be discussed in terms of the 
statistical results obtained from one-way analysis of variance, split 
plot analysis of variance with repeated measures, and Tukey's ratio. 
The first null hypothesis stated: There are no differences between 
the three evaluation methods on level of task-related affect. The sum-
mary of the one way analysis of variance for the three evaluation 
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methods on task-related affect is located in Table I. The results 
indicate a significant difference between the three evaluation methods 
TABLE I 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMA.RY FOR TASK-RELATED AFFECT 
Source 
Between 
Within 
Total 
SS 
9.556 
16.667 
26.223 
df 
2 
33 
35 
MS 
4. 778 
0.505 
F 
9.461 
p 
< • 01 
for task-related a~fect [F (2,33) = 9.46, p < .01]; therefore, the first. 
null hypothesis was rejected. Tukey's ratio between the three possible 
pairs of means was performed, and the results indicate a significant 
difference between the norm-referenced evaluation method and the 
regulated criterion-referenced method [q (3 ,33) = 4. 87, p < • 01] • A 
significant difference was also found to exist between the norm-
referenced and negotiated criterion-referenced evaluation methods 
(q (3,33) == 5.68, p <: .01]. No significant difference occurred between 
the regulated and negotiated criterion-referenced methods. Figure 10 
displays the means of the three evaluation methods for task-related 
affect. 
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·Figure 10. Means by Evaluation Method for Task-Related 
Affect 
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The second null hypothesis stated: There are no differences 
between the ten trials on level of aspiration. Table II presents the 
summary of the repeated measures analysis of variance for level of 
aspiration. The results indicate a significant difference between 
trials for level of aspiration [F (9,297) = 48.61, p < .01], and 
therefore the rejection of the second null hypothesis. Tukey's ratio 
TABLE II 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY FOR LEVEL OF ASPIRATION 
Source SS df MS F 
Total 11048.23 359 
Between subjects 3017.63 35 
42 
p 
methods 179.57 2 89.78 1.04 > .OS 
errorb 2838.05 33 86.00 
Within subjects 8030.60 324 
trials 4695.11 9 . 521.67 48.61 < .01 
trials x methods 148.04 18 8,22 0,76 > .05 
error 3187.44 297 10.73 
w 
between adjacent pairs of trial means for level of aspiration revealed 
three significant combinations: trials 1 and 2 (q (10,297) = 11.55, 
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p < .01], trials 2 and 3 (q (10,297) = 8.39, p < .01], and trials 3 and 
4 (q (10,297) = 6.56, p < .01]. All other adjacent trials were nonsig-
nificant. The trial means for level of aspiration are located in Table 
III. 
The third null hypothesis reads: There are no differences between 
the three evaluation methods on level of aspiration. Table II presents 
the analysis of variance results for level of aspiration. No signifi-
cant differences were found between the three evaluation methods on 
level of aspiration; therefore, the third null hypothesis was accepted. 
The means for the three groups are: norm-referenced = 24.86, regulated 
criterion-referenced = 26.20, and negotiated criterion-referenced = 
24.59. 
The fourth null hypothesis stated: There are no interact.ions 
between evaluation methods and trials on level of aspiration. Table II 
reports the analysis of variance for level of aspiration. No signifi-
cant interaction effect was obtained between metho~s and trials on level 
of aspiration (See Figure 11); therefore, the fourth null hypothesis was 
accepted. 
The fifth null hypothesis proposed that: There are no differences 
between the teh trials on probability of success. Table IV presents 
the summary of the repeated measures analysis of variance for probabi-
lity of success, and Table V presents the trial means for probability of 
success. No significant differences were found between the ten trials 
of probability of success which lead to the acceptance of the fifth null 
hypothesis. 
Trial 
Mean 
l 
23.44 
TABLE I II 
MEAN SCORES FOR TRIALS ON LEVEL OF ASPIRATION 
2 3 
17.13 21.72 
4 
25.30 
5 
26. 16 
6 7 
26.63 27.ll 
8 
28.02 
9 10 
28.16 28.77 
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Figure 11. Level of Aspiration by Trials and Evaluation 
Method 
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TABLE IV 
ANALYSIS OF VAHIANCE SUMMARY FOR PROBABILITY OF SUCCESS 
Source SS df MS F p 
Total 1221.00 359 
Between subjects 530. 72 35 
methods 127.74 2 63.87 5.23 <.05 
errorb 402.98 33 12.21 
Within subjects 690.27 324 
trials 25.53 9 2.83 1.32 >.05 
trials x methods 30.07 18 1.67 0.78 >.05 
error 634.66 297 2.13 
w 
The sixth null hypothesis reads: There are no differences between 
the three evaluation methods on estimates of the probability of success. 
The analysis of variance results for probability of success are located 
in Table IV. The results indicate a significant difference between the 
three evaluation methods for probability of success [F (2,33) = 5.23, 
p < .05]; thus, the sixth null hypothesis was rejected. Tukey's ratio 
between the three possible pairs of means was performed and the results 
indicate a significant difference between norm-referenced and regulated 
criterion-referenced evaluation methods (q (3,33) = 3.80, p < .OS]. A 
significant difference was also found between the norm-referenced 
Trial 
Mean 
1 
53.19 
TABLE V 
MEAN SCORES FOR TRIALS ON PROBABILITY OF SUCCESS 
2 
44~30 
3 
52.08 
4 
51.90 
5 
50.69 
6 
50. 13 
7 
50.69 
8 
50. 41 
9 
50.69 
10 
45.69 
~ 
-...J 
48 
ml'lhod mul lltl' nep,1>Ll11ted-er.ll.1•rlon nwtho<l (q (J.33) ""t~.11, p < .05]. 
No significant difference was obtained between the regulated and 
negotiated criterion-referenced evaluation methods. Figure 12 illus-
trates the means of the three evaluation methods of probability of 
success. 
The seventh null hypotheses stated.: There are no interactions 
between evaluation method and trials on probability of success. The 
results presented in Table IV indicate no significant interactions; 
and thus, the acceptance of the seventh null hypothesis. Figure 13 
displays the means by trials for the three evaluation methods on pro.,. 
bability of success. 
The eighth and last null hypothesis proposed that: There are no 
differences between the three evaluation methods on self-evaluation. 
Table VI summarizes the analysis of variance results for self-evaluation 
for which a significant difference was obtained (F (2,33) = 7.98, 
p <: • 01). Tukey' s ratio was performed between the three possible pairs 
of means and the results indicate a significant difference between the 
norm-referenced evaluation method and the regulated criterion-referenced 
method ( q (3 ,33) = 3. 70, p <: • 05]. A significant difference was also 
obtained between the norm-referenced method and the negotiated criterion-
referenced method (q (3.33) = 5.55, p <: .01]. No significant difference 
was found between the regulated and negotiated criterion-referenced 
evaluation methods. Figure 14 illustrates the means of the three 
evaluation methods for self-evaluation. 
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TABLE VI 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY FOR SELF-EVALUATION 
Source 
Between 
Within 
Total 
SS 
3.499 
7.251 
10.750 
df 
2 
33 
35 
MS 
1. 749 
0.219 
F 
7.986 
51 
p 
< .01 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
Norm 
(2.16) 
Regulated 
(2.66) 
Negotiated 
(2. 91) 
Figure 14. Means by Evaluation Method for Self-Evaluation 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
Summary of the Investigation 
This study examined the attitudinal differences resulting from 
three evaluation methods after failing to succeed on a task. The sub-
ject population consisted of sixth grade students selected from two 
public elementary schools in central Oklahoma. Of this population, 
eighteen males and eighteen females were randomly selected according to 
their school performance being in the average range as assessed by over-
all grade average and teacher evaluation. These thirty-six students 
were randomly assigned to three groups of twelve students, six males 
and six females, each to represent the three evaluation methods. The 
three methods consisted of differences in the way that "success" was 
defined and evaluated. The norm-referenced method group received evalu-
ation feedback in terms of their relative standing to the norm~ Both 
criterion-referenced groups were evaluated in terms of whether they 
reached a specific score; the regulated group being told of the "suc-
cess" score, while the negotiated group established a "success" score 
with the examiner's help. In other words, the difference between the 
evaluation methods was that one group's performance was compared to how 
others did (norm-referenced), while the second group's performance was 
compared to an already established score (regulated criterion-referenced}, 
53 
54 
and the third group's performance was compared to a mutually agreed upon 
score (negotiated criterion-referenced). 
The subjects were seen individually and they were told they would 
be taking a test which predicts successfulness in the seventh grade. 
This test was a matching task in which cards of eight different geomet-
ric designs were sorted into like stacks within a twenty second tim~ 
limit. They had ten trials in which to reach the appropriate percentile 
or score marking potential successfulness. All scores and percentiles 
reported to the subjects were predetermined, and thus all subjects in a 
group received the same information. 
Before each trial, the subject filled out a form asking that a 
level of aspiration for that trial be set, and to give an estimation of 
one's probability of success in reaching the "success" mark. After the 
tenth trial, each subject completed a form in which they rated them-
selves and their willingness to participate in similar tests. 
The results of the study were subjected to one way analysis of 
variance (self-evaluation and task-related affect) and analysis of 
variance with repeated measures (level of aspiration and probability of 
success) with all significant differences being tested with Tukey's 
ratio. 
The results of the investigation indicate that there were no signi-
ficant interaction effects between the three evaluation methods and the 
ten trials for either level of aspiration or probability of success. 
Also, no significant differences were found between trials for probabi-
lity of success; however significant differences were obtained between 
trials for level of aspiration. The first three adjacent trial pairs 
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(1 and 2, 2 and 3, 3 and 4) were all significant, while all other 
adjacent trials were nonsignificant. No significant differences were 
obtained between the three evaluation methods for level of aspiration. 
The three evaluation methods did, however, significantly differ with 
Respect to probability of success. The results indicate that the norm-
referenced method produced significantly lower probability of succe13s 
estimates than either of the criterion-referenced methods. 
Significant differences between the three evaluation methods were 
obtained for the self-evaluation and task-related affect variables. The 
norm-referenced method was significantly lower for self-evaluation than 
either of the criterion-referenced methods. No significant difference 
' occurred between the regulated and negotiated criterion-referenced 
methods. As for task-related affect, the norm-referenced method pro-
duced less willingness to participate in similar tests than either of 
the criterion-referenced methods. Again, no significant difference was 
obtained between the regulated and negotiated criterion-referenced 
methods. 
Conclusions of the Study 
The lack of interaction between evaluation methods and trials for 
level of aspiration was as expected since the level of aspiration 
variable basically follows the shape of the performance curve. Thus, 
all three possible interactions did not occur since level of aspiration 
is more dependent on the performance curve than on methods and trj_als. 
The subject sets his immediate goal in relation to his previous perfor-
mance and not on the basis of a combination between how he is evaluated 
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and how close he is to success. These findings support the research by 
Diggory (1966). Although level of aspiration was expected to be higher 
for the norm-referenced method than either criterion-referencedmethods, 
no significant difference was found. Therefore, not only is level of 
aspiration not affected by an interaction of method and trial, it is 
also not affected by the method of evaluation. Apparently, the three 
groups use only the±-r perception of their past performance to establish 
an immediate goal. The significant differences found between the early 
adjacent trial pairs for level of aspiration as opposed to later adja-
cent pairs was partly due to the change in the subject's perception of 
the task. In other words, the first level of aspiration was formed 
without any concrete knowledge of performance and therefore was high. 
After the first trial, level of aspiration become a function of the 
reported performance curve and the significant differences occurred in 
early trials because of the sharp negatively accelerated curve. By the 
fourth trial, the curve's rate of increase began to level off, thus, 
producing no significant differences between later adjacent trial pairs. 
The expected differences between trials for probability of success 
did not occur. This would indicate that probability of success was not 
affected by the performance curve itself, that is, the trials. The 
expected interaction between methods and trials for probability of suc-
cess also did not occur. It was thought that the criterion-referenced 
methods and the norm-referenced methods.would increase with trials 
(norm-referenced at a slower rate) and that at about the midpoint in 
trials, probability of success would drop for the norm-referenced method 
and not the criterion-referenced methods. This did not occur however, 
and the rise and fall in probability of success was similar for the 
three methods. 
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The comparisons between the regulated and negotiated criterion-
referenced evaluation methods for self-evaluation, task-related affect, 
and probability of success yielded raw score differences in the pre-
dicted direction, but none were significant. Therefore, statistically 
speaking there were no differences between the two criterion-referenced 
evaluation methods for self-evaluation, task-related affect, or proba-
bility of success. Apparently, the opportunity to participate in the 
establishment of a "success" score did not make any more difference to 
the subjects than if an authority dictated the "success" criterion. 
These results are not in line with the theoretical conceptions of 
Combs (1966) and Wilhelhm (1967) which would suggest that the opportu-
nity to participate in the evaluation process would produce more posi-
tive attitudes than being excluded. The small sample sizes may have 
affected the outcome. 
Significant differences did occur between the nonn-referenced 
method and either of the criterion-referenced methods for self- · 
evaluation, task-related affect, and probability of success. All 
observed differences were in the predicted direction. These findings 
add support to the theory and research of Bern (1970) and Bloom (1976) in 
that the students' perception of their performance was affected by the 
evaluation method (external cues) and this, in turn, affected the stu-
dents' attitude toward ·himself and the task (internal state). 
For probability of success, the nonn'"'.referenced method produced 
lower probability of success estimates than did either criterion-
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n~ren•nce<l mcLhodH. Presumably the norm-referenced subjects estimated 
their chances as poorer than the criterion-referenced subjects because 
they were not progressing toward the "success" percentile eventhough 
their performance scores increased. In other words, for the norm-
referenced group, their relative standing remained virtually unchanged, 
and eventhough they were told their performance was increasing (like 
the criterion-referenced groups), that knowledge was not enough to off-
set their perception in light of their percentile ranks. They saw 
themselves as having less control or power over achievement. 
After the ten trials, the norm-referenced group rated themselves 
poorer than the criterion-referenced subjects on potential successful-
ness in the seventh grade (self-evaluation). Although all three groups 
had fialed to meet the standards for success on the test, the norm-
referenced group felt worse about themselves than did the criterion-
ref erenced subjects. 
A difference was also found in how willing the subjects were to 
participate in similar tests. The norm-referenced method produced less 
willingness than either criterion-referenced method. This difference 
indicates that there was less pleasure associated with the task for the 
norm-referenced group than the criterion-referenced groups. 
A brief conclusion would be that evaluations based on relative 
standing have a more detrimental effect on students than do evaluations 
based on absolute standards because the student does not see progress 
in performance. Absolute standards focus attention on progress and do 
not cloud the performance feedback with percentiles. .Evaluation by 
relative standing produces greater feelings of hopelessness, greater 
devaluation of the self, and less desire to engage the task than 
evaluation by absolute standards. 
Recommendations 
This section will be divided into two parts; one discussing the 
implication of the present study to education, the other suggesting 
improvements and future research of the study: 
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The results of this study suggest that if evaluation is to be part 
of the educational process, then careful thought should be given to the 
consequences of the evaluation method used. The present study suggests 
that norm-referenced evaluation has a more detrimental effect on the 
learner than does criterion-referenced evaluation. It follows, there-
fore, that norm-referenced evaluation should be used only when criterion-
referenced evaluation will not answer the question concerning evaluation 
purpose. If the purpose is one of requiring the selection of the best 
student for some award, honor, or scholarship where only a few positions 
are available, then norm-referenced evaluation appears to be appropriate. 
The purpose is one of arranging students from low to high (relative 
standing) on some measure so as to select the highest. Where the 
evaluation of the level of an individual's performance is important, 
however, norm-references should be avoided in favor of criterion-
referenced evaluations. Both the ongoing (formative) and final (suma-
tive) evaluations should be incorporated into criterion-references. The 
final grade on any lesson, test, or curriculum subject should be 
assigned on the basis of reaching the acceptable criterion. 
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There are several improvements that could be made in the present 
sti.1dy and future versions of it, One area of needed improvement is the 
development and/or use of dependent measuring instruments of greater 
realiability and validity. The possibility of using more physiological 
based measures is worth investigating. 
Another area of improvement would be to provide the norm-
ref erenced evaluation group with a progress sheet used by the criterion-
ref erenced groups to display changes in performance in addition to the 
percentile progress sheet used in this study. This would provide the 
· norm-referenced group with visual feedback along with the auditory 
feedback of raw scores. 
The study of different performance curves than the negatively 
accelerated one used in the present study may yield different results. 
Of interest would be a steady rising curve and a positively accelerated 
curve, each of which may produce different attitudinal results. 
Some variations of the evaluations might be made such as having 
the examiner be less directive in the negotiated criterion-referenced 
method or the study of a criterion-referenced method in which the sub-
ject has complete and total say as to the criterion score. The investi-
gation of differences between types of evaluations when the subjects 
succeed on the task would also be of interest. 
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